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BROWN SHOES, BLACK SHOES, AND FELT SLIPPERS:
Parochialism and the Evolution of the Post-War U.S. Navy

As Roger Thompson notes, individuals who belong to large bureaucracies, like the U.S.
Navy, have a much easier time identifying with and giving their loyalty to relatively
smaller groups. In the Navy's case, this identification is generally with the major
warfare communities to which officers belong. This tendency has resulted in some
unintended, but very real, consequences for the development of naval warfighting
capabilities.

Thompson traces the development of naval bureaucratic dominance from the pre-
Second World War battleship admirals, through the rise of naval aviators to the
eventual dominance by nuclear submariners. He asks if . . . From the Sea has ushered
in 2 new era of surface warfare officer dominance and, if true, wonders what the
consequences of this will be.

Although this study argues for balance and urges naval leadership to rise above the
natural tendency to square the past by primarily promoting the interests of the CNO’s
community, it asserts that the surface community has been so neglected in the past
that some adjustments are both necessary and inevitable (especially in mine warfare).
Finally, it argues that exposing officers to other communities through cross-training is
the best way to break the cycle of parochialism that has marked the Navy's post-war
history.

Whether or not one agrees with his observations and conclusions, Roger Thompson’s
study provides an excellent basis for study and discussion.

. R. STARK
Rear Admiral, U.S. Navy
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Roger Thompson is an internationally recognized naval sociologist
and military analyst. A former rescarcher at the Canadian National
Defence Headquarters, since 1991 his papers on combat motivation
and behavior in naval units have drawn praise from the U.S. Chief of
Naval Operations, as well as the Chiefs of Naval Staff of Germany,
Spain, Canada, Australia, and New Zealand. His most recent work on
this topic was published in Spanish under the authority of the
Commander-in-Chief of the Chilean Navy. In 1993, he was awarded
The Admiral’s Medallion by the Commander-In-Chief of the Italian
Navy (Admiral Quido Venturoni) for excellence in military research.
He currently works as a freelance military affairs writer from his home
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION AND OVERVIEW

In 1992, noted maritime analyst Anthony Preston opened an
article, entitled “Surface Warfare in the U.S. Navy,” by saying that:

In a navy apparently dominated by submariners and aviators it has
taken a long time and a hard, uphill fight for the surface warriors
to make their voices heard. Yet the U.S. Navy must face the
nccessity of fighting on the surface and guarantecing the passage
of merchant ships and warships alike.’

Although Preston was certainly not the first to make this observation,
few have stated the problem so concisely, and it provides a good
launching point for my investigation. In my study I shall analyze a
number of questions related to the development of the U.S. Navy
since the end of the Second World War. How, for example, did
aviators and later submariners take the place of the battleship officers
to become the dominant group in the naval burcaucracy? How has
their long-term dominance of the bureaucracy affected the surface
fleet? Why do some communities rarely seem to get the funding they
need while others are richly endowed with resources, and what are
the implications of this for U.S. naval operations? And finally, what
can be donc to build a more cffective Navy?

It is my contention that the answers to these fundamental ques-
tions can be found by understanding the effects of sevral interrelated
factors, including: the international strategic environment, national
military policy, congressional preferences, technological progress,
interservice rivalry over missions, navy strategic concepts, the uni-
que influence of Admiral Hyman Rickover, and intranavy paro-
chialism.? It is argued that in combination with these other factors,
parochialism has had a detrimental effect on the organization, and
that adding new requirements for promotion to senior flag rank may
be necessary to remedy the problem.
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In essence, changes in the international strategic environment and
advances in technology allowed for the national strategic doctrine to
change in the 1940s, and that change of doctrine was the catalyst for
intense interservice rivalry between the Navy and the Air Force, with
cach trying to find its niche. This new concentration on air power
and nuclear weapons allowed aviators to achieve dominance in the
bureaucracy. Later in the 1950s and 1960s, technological innovations
in submarine propulsion, the political savvy of Admiral Hyman Rick-
over, and fears over Soviet missile advances created the right condi-
tions for nuclear submariners to eventually supplant aviators in the
naval burcaucracy. And as cach community took over the
bureaucracy, their preferences became the Navy’s preferences.

This brings up the last factor, parochialism. In the context of the
U.S. Navy, and this study, parochialism refers to the phenomenon in
which many warriors tend to believe that their organizational subunit
(community), be it the submarine force, naval aviation, or the surface
ship force, is better or more important than the other communities.
Although many have discussed parochialism in the U.S. Navy, very
few have examined it in any great detail. The main purpose of this
study is to suggest that, combined with the other factors,
parochialism has probably had a significant affect, in terms of
decision-making, on acquisitions, modernization, and ship-building
in the post-war era.

Overview

The second chapter will establish the context for the study. I begin
by discussing the rivalries between surface ship officers, aviators and
submariners before and during the war, and the practical results of
the war in reference to the relative stature of the surface fleet, aircraft
carriers, and submarines. I then describe how the advent of nuclear
weapons and rivalry with the U.S. Air Force over roles and missions
under the new nuclear strategic doctrine in the late 1940s made it
possible for aviators to eventually dominate the naval bureaucracy
(dominance is measured by relative numbers of senior flag officers
in each community). In the second section, I move on to describe
how the submarine community benefited from Admiral Rickover’s
push for nuclear propulsion and the Kennedy Administration’s re-
quirement for an invulnerable second strike capability, and how it
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gradually displaced the aviation community and became dominant in
the 1980s and early 1990s.3

The third chapter examines the parochial aspect of the problem.
Many have concluded that America's post-war Navy is not really a
single navy, but rather three separate naval “communities™: sub-
marines, aircraft carriers, and surface ships,4 although as we shall see
in the fourth chapter, the latter is much less cohesive than the other
two. Each of the three major communities has distinctive uniform
symbols, jargon, and the belief that it is the “backbone” of the Navy.
Drawing from statements from senior naval officers, historians, poli-
ticians, and academics, | argue that these warfare communities have
all the characteristics of subcultures, and in the absence of strong
institutional restraint, their existence tends to promote parochial
thinking and an unhealthy rivalry among the Navy officer specialty
groups. The result, in the words of Captain John Byron, is that:

A

i We have become a Navy comprised of smaller navies, supported
j by a shore establishment made up of noncommunicating fiefdoms.
Isolation is extreme among the warfare specialties, and
burecaucratic insularity typifies the shore establishment. For all
officers, the oath of office is the same and the major mission is the
same. Yet we line officers identify not with the Navy as a whole
but rather with its parts.®

With aviators and then submariners in the dominant position in
the post-war naval bureaucracy, the fourth chapter begins with an
examination of the effects of their parochialism on the displaced
| surface combatant force. I posit that as other major navies modemn-
ized their surface ships in the 1960s, for example, the aviator admirals
who dominated the American Navy bureaucracy allowed surface
ships to obsolesce and prevented them from acquiring long-range
cruise missiles (because these weapons would have competed with
the needs of naval :wiation).6 The last section discusses how
parochialism within the surface force itself has also contributed to
some problems, especially the Navy's long-term ability to perform
some very important, but unglamorous, tasks. As a consequence, the
Americans have suffered unnecessary operational limitations in
various conflicts because certain elements of the fleet were (and still
are) much weaker than they probably should be, especially the mine
warfare branch.




The fifth chapter looks to the future and argues that with the
decline of the Soviet threat, the resulting change in strategic concept,
the new emphasis on joint operations between the Navy/Marines,
the Army and Air Force, and the desire to cut expensive Cold
War+type naval programs like the nuclear submarine, the status of
some of the more neglected components of the surface fleet will
probably rise. This seems a fairly strong possibility, and it is worth
keeping in mind that the officer who replaced Admiral Frank Kelso
(a submariner) as Chief of Naval Operations (CNO) is in fact from the
surface fleet. Indeed, Admiral Jeremy Boorda is the first surface fleet
officer to be appointed CNO in almost 25 ycars.8 If this is 2 signal that
surface warfarc officers may finally get a bigger share of the top flag
officer billets, it could well be a turning point for a navy long
dominated by the blue-water parochial concerns of aviators and
nuclear submariners.

However, in the conclusion, I argue that despite all the changes
in recent years, unless something is done to break the noose of
parochialism, the Navy officer corps will remain divided, and as in
the past, the Navy will probably be less effective than may be
required. I suggest a possible course of action to help overcome the
sometimes debilitating affects of parochialism.

Before I begin the discussion, a few words about sources. Al-
though 1 made great efforts to consult a wide variety of sources
(government documents and studies, Navy officer registries,
biographies, opinion pieces, and scholarly reports and books) the
reader will see a large number of references drawn from the U.S.
Naval Institute Proceedings. This was desirable for two reasons.
Firstly, this periodical is considered to be the U.S. Navy's professional
journal. Since the author's primary interest is the attitudes prevalent
in the U.S. Navy officer corps, Proceedings was a logical choice
because it provir'~s an open forum for discussion on issues concern-
ing the U.S. Navy and its officers. Secondly, it publishes a large variety
of items on subjects that one cannot find in other journals. As one
naval officer put it: . . . subjccts discussed in Proceedings represent
a professional consensus of what the important issues are.”
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CHAPTER 2

AVIATORS AND SUBMARINERS
COME TO POWER

The Aviators’ Ascent

Before one can understand what happened to the U.S. Navy during
and after the Second World War, one must first have an under-
standing of the group which dominated the Navy prior to the war,
First of all, it is important to note that since the turn of the century,
American naval strategic thought has been guided largely by the
writings of Alfred T. Mahan, who argued that the main purpose of a
great world power navy is primarily offensive; to battle other navies
for command of the open ocean.! Thus, the most powerful and
offensive blue-water ships would tend to be the dominant com-
ponent in the fleet, and their officers the majority in the naval
bureaucracy. Although aircraft carriers and submarines were able to
find their niche as defensive platforms, between the 1890s and the
1940s, America’s navy was very much dominated by battleships.
With their enormous size, heavy armor, and awesome gun firepower,
battleships were considered to be the U.S. Navy's preeminent war-
ships. Indeed, the United States (and other great powers) considered
the battleship a prerequisite for a great navy. In other words, the
American view was that a2 navy without battleships was simply not a
great navy. In the late 1930s, onc U.S. Rear Admiral said: “The
battleship stands at the top of the pyramid, invincible to the fire
offered by lesser craft”.? Robert O’Connell put it this way:

The battleship was, in the minds of line officers, a symbol of order
and naval propricety, the bulwark of confusion of battle and the
unknown. It was, as its Annapolite defenders would repeat over
and over in the 1920s and 1930s, the ‘backbone of the fleet’—a vital
organizing force about which other entitics should be arranged. Its
absence implied formlessness and chaos—spinclessness.?

-




The very thought that aircraft might someday supplant the bat-
tleship as the Navy's primary strategic platform was, needless to say,
rather unpopular among the battleship admirals who dominated the
Navy. Reynolds noted that after U.S. naval aviation managed to get its
first aircraft carrier in the 1920s, there was consndcrablc tension
between old battleship advocates and young aviators. 4 The battleship
officers:

. . naturally did not subscribe to any new weapon that threatened
to destroy the battleship. Furthermore, they found greasy airplances
a nuisance on their quarterdecks. . . . Since gunnery was their main
punch, the battleship sailors ldcnuﬂcd themselves with the Burcau
of Ordinance, known throughout the Navy as the Gun Club.?

Indeed, most battleship officers considered the aircraft carrier to be
a defensive platform, whose main role was to launch airplanes to
locate enemy naval forces and guide the battleship-centered fleets
into contact. Likewise, the U.S. submarine force was used mostly for
reconnaissance and scouting. Offensive operations were the ex-
clusive domain of the surface navy, and more specifically, its bat-
tleships and heavy cruisers.

As history tells us, this mentality would not stand the test of time.
When carrier-based Japanese aircraft launched a surprise attack on
the U.S. Pacific Fleet at Pear] Harbor in 1941, the prime victims were
America's battleships. Many argue that this tragedy was the major
catalyst for the decline of the American battleship as the primary
capital ship, and the rise of the aircraft carrier in American naval
strategy:

The significance of the aircraft carrier within the United States Navy
stems from an accident of fate: when the Japanese attacked the U.S.
base at Pearl Harbor in 1941 during the Second World War, the
aircraft carriers of the Pacific Fieet were at sea on manocuvres.
Though America’s battleships were sunk in the raid, the carriers
survived and by 1945 had proved their worth as the capital ships
of the fleet”

While this account is accepted by many people, it overlooks a great
many factors.® For cxample, the transition from a battleship navy to
an air navy was not automatic. Indeed, there was a lengthy power
struggle within the Navy during the war. Very often, members of the
Navy were fighting not only the Japanese and Germans, but one
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another. Reynolds argued that in spite of the destruction of the
battleships at Pear] Harbor:

. . . the administrative structure of the Navy Department was built
upon the battleship as capital ship of the fleet. Any reorientation
to air or anything else would upset a system of command and
promotion that had been gradually molded since the days of Mahan
fifty years before. Conservative forces within the Navy would resist
such a change, despite the exigencies of war.’

For over a year, senior naval aviators argued that the battleship
admirals who commanded the fleets were still not using the aircraft
carriers to their full offensive potential. To help solve the problem,
Admiral John H. Towers (who was one of the very few high-ranking
naval aviators in the early years of the war) successfully lobbied the
CNO to have the billet for Deputy Commander in Chief of the Pacific
Fleet reserved for aviators only. % Under mounting pressures from
the senior aviators, who argued persuasively that the U.S. Navy was
at a disadvantage against the more air-minded Japanese admirals, the
Chicf of Naval Operations, Admiral Emest King (who was one of a
small number of officers who joined the Navy as a surface ship officer
but later voluntarily became an aviator)'! created a new position for
an aviator vice admiral to serve as his deputy in charge of naval
aviation.? Furthermore, in late 1944:

King also injected 2 major reform in the fleet which further
entrenched aviation as the principal element of the U.S. Navy. He
now ruled what the aviators had considered long overdue, that all
nonaviator fleet and task force commanders have aviators as chicfs
of staff. Furthermore, these officers — like the existing non-air chiefs
of staff to air admirals —~ should be upgraded in rank from captain
to commodore or rear admiral. . . . This came as a blow to many
admirals of the “Gun Club™."”

This recognition gave the aviators more clout in the bureaucracy.

It should be pointed out, however, that the aviators also received
a great deal of help from civilian leaders in the Navy Department.
Their help would be crucial in overcoming the battleship advocates.
Davis noted that aviators benefited greatly from the leadership of the
Secretary of the Navy, James Forrestal, and Assistant Navy Secretary
for Air, Artemus Gates:




Artemus Gates was a prominent and aggressive industrialist who
had joined the administration in Washington during the war
preparation year of 1940. Moreover, he himself had been a pioneer
aviator in World War I and had been decorated for combat heroism.
Ultimately, the aviators’ most important supporter and ally in their
bid for prominence was another World War I Navy flier who, more
than any othcr man, shaped the post-World War I Navy: Secretary
Forrestal.™

By most accounts, Forrestal was the strongest and most influential
advocate for naval aviation, especially during the dxscussions on the
unification of the armed forces during and after the war. 15 During
congressional testimony in 1944, Forrestal argued emphatically that
aviation was a vital component of the Navy's striking power, and that
any attempt to weaken the air component (by allowing the Army Air
Force to annex it) would be a tremendous mistake.'® With the
support of Admiral King (who was only a moderate supporter), Gates
and Forrestal (who had been the Under-Secretary of the Navy until
he was promoted to Secretary in 1944), aviators managed to gain
influence in the naval bureaucracy during the war.

When the war ended, it was clcar that the U.S. Navy was in the
midst of a radical transformation.'® The carly skeptics were proven
wrong. The once clearly dominant battleship had lost its heretofore
unquestioned prominence to the aircraft carrier. The surface navy
was still the largest community in terms of flag oﬂ‘nccxs but by the
end of the 1950s, it would at best play “second fiddle™! in the flag
ranks. As Admiral Marc Mitscher argued: “Japan is beaten, and carrier
supremacy defeated her. Carrier supremacy destroyed her army and
navy air forces. Carrier supremacy destroyed her fleet. . . .” He con-
tinued: “. . . And carrier supremacy finally left her exposed to the
most dcvast:mng sky attack—the atomic fission bomb—that man has
suffered.”?

The aircraft carrier had truly come of age. 2! Between June 1940
and June 1945, the Navy's aircraft carrier strength increased from 6
to 98, whereas the battleship strength went from 15 to just 232
When America entered the war in 1941, just 12 percent of the Navy's
line flag officers were aviators. By 1945, that figure had increased to
27 percent. More importantly though, the percentage of fourstar
admirals Who were aviators had increased from 14 percent to 25
pcrccnt 3 But, and this is a key point, this was just the beginning
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of the transformation. Indeed, just a few months after the war
ended, Forrestal proclaimed:

The actual fact is that the Navy is becoming an Air Navy. It is
becoming that by a natural evolution of its activities and a natural
reflection of the increasing preponderance of Naval aviation in our
activities. 'Ihcladlngcommandsofﬂchavywiﬂtnﬂmcbc
occupied by men who deal with air in one form or another.’

But this “natural evolution” was given a significant boost by
Forrestal, who moved very quickly and deliberately to restructure the
Navy after the war to increase the political power of the air com-
ponent. He reorganized the Office of the Chief of Naval Operations,
which among other things, required that the Vice Chief of Naval
Operations and two of the six deputy CNOs always be aviators. Bin
addition, he ensured that aviators would finally be given fleet com-
mands, giving them even more influence within the Navy. % And if
this were not enough, he also lobbied Congress in late 1945 to
increase the number of line aviation officers so as to give them parity
with surface officers: “The Navy, as | envisage it after the war, would
be about 50-50, half air and half surface, and wc want to be sure it
has an extension of its views at the top level. ~Z7 (Notice that there is
no reference to the submarine community, indicating that branch
had only minor burecaucratic significance in the early post-war years).
In 1946, Admiral Arthur Radford, one of the senior aviators, success-
fully argued in Congress that the Navy actually needed more aviator
flag officers after the war than during it in order to “better integrate
the aviation end in the Navy so that we would be completely
air-minded throughout.” 28 Aviators also supported a bid in Congress
to lower the mandatory retirement age from 64 to 62, which effec-
tively removed some of the older battleship officers from the Navy.
This gave the young aviators even more opportunity to advance to
flag rank.

This begs the question of why Forrestal was so concerned about
turning the Navy into an aircentered force, even after the war had
ended. As it tured out, he (and his allies and successors) had very
good reasons to emphasize the air component in the post-war Navy.
While intranavy factors had kept the aviators in a subordinate posi-
tion within the bureaucracy before the war (and during the first few
years of it), the greatest threat to naval aviition in the post-war

11
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environment came not from the surface officers, but from the Army
Air Force and nuclear weapons.

When the war ended, the U.S. Navy was by far the most powerful
navy on Earth, Morc powerful, in fact, than all the rest of the world's
navies combined.> This was an enviable position to be in during the
war, but with the end of the war, and the advent of nuclear weapons,
the Navy's future did not seem very promising. In fact, many believed
that nuclear weapons had rendered the Navy obsolete. The atomic
tests at Bikini Atoll in 1946 confirmed that surface ships, including
aircraft carriers, were quite vulnerable to nuclear weapons.”® The
Army Air Force had the monopoly on the atomic bomb for the first
few years after the war ended, and their advocates were tremendous-
Iy vocal. All future wars will be fought with long-range bombers
equipped with nuclear bombs they said, and the logical choice for
America was to let the Air Force become independent from the Army,
and assume the national strategic bombing role it pioneered during
the war.??

Apparently, many Americans felt that the Army Air Force had “won
the war,” and that it would be the predominant service in the
post-war era. Samuel Huntington noted that a Gallup Poll taken in
1949: “. . . revealed that 76% of the American people thought that
the Air Forcc would play the most important role in wmmng any
future war whereas only 4% assigned this role to the Navy.” »33 With
such overwhelming pressure from the Army Air Force (and later, the
independent U.S. Air Force), the Navy faced an uphill battle even to
justify its continued existence. In fact, in September 1945, Navy
Secretary Forrestal mentioned that the Navy had a requirement for
nuclear weapons as well, and that America still needed a flexible,
balanced navy (with a very strong air component) capable of fighting
a total nuclear war and so-called limited wars:

Does the atomic bomb immediately destroy navies now in exist-
ence? It does not. In the first place, the atomic bomb, although
immensely destructive, is.still a bomb, requiring land or carrier
based planes to deliver it. Moreover, the best defense against it is
intercepting air power. In the second place, the limitations and
uncertainties which at this stage of its development surround the
atomic bomb, and which I cannot discuss publicly, are such that,
if we were to give away our flect today and rely wholly on the
atomic bomb, we would losc control of the sca. In my opinion,
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therefore, there is no doubt about the necessity—and I'm sure
sensible men will agree with the conclusion—for the continuation
now of 2 modern Navy, its carrier forces, its surface and submarine
forces, and its amphibious arm capable of taking and holding
beachheads ™

In addition, the Navy also had to worry about the proposed
unification of the armed forces. The idea of integrating the U.S.
Armed Forces was brought up during the war, but reappeared after
it ended, largely as a result from pressure from the Army Air Force.
Many in the Navy thought that the new scheme, which was ostensibly
intended to make the forces more efficient and eliminate duplication
of services, would be tantamount to handing naval aviation over to
the Air Force.?® The Air Force was the political favorite, and its
supporters believed that:

The Air Force had supplanted the Navy as the nation'’s first line of
defense. Therefore, all conventional forces including aircraft car-
ricrs were made obsolete; the Navy need not develop any strategic
air capability; the Navy should supinely give up its air arm — about
30 percent of the Navy — to the Air Force; and the Navy should be
reduced to a minor auxiliary service dealing with antisubmarine
warfare and sea transportatjon.

Under these conditions, it is not surprising that the Navy had to put
forward its most appropriatc assct, namely its aircraft carriers. Navy
officials argued that the Navy could do the strategic bombing mission
as well, and would be better at it than the Air Force because of the
mobility and flexibility of the carriers. Carrier-based aircraft could be
modified to carry nuclear weapons, and Navy fighters could be used to
intercept enemy (that is, Soviet) bombers over the oceans.’” With a
great deal of lobbying in Congrss,asthc Navy managed to survive
unification with its fleet airarm intact.” But in order to better capitalize
on the government's enthusiasm for strategic bombing, the Navy also
submitted a proposal for a new supercarrier in the late 1940s, one that
would be large enough to easily carry longrange bombers and large
numbers of nuclear weapons. In 1949, however, the administration
scrapped the project in favor of the Air Force B-36 strategic bomber.>®
Things did not look good for naval aviation.

However, the Korean War of 1950-1953 gave a boost to the Navy,

and naval aviation in particular. The threat of international com-
munist expansion had put the Congress in a pro-military mood, and

13




o

SR

the superb performance of naval aircraft during that limited war
proved that naval aviation could play an important and unique role
in the post-war environment. Also, the Navy took advantage of its
renewed prestige (and the new em ghasis on “massive retaliation”
and “Mutual Assured Destruction™) ™ to finally sccurc support for
larger aircraft carriers and a strategic bombing role. Floyd Kennedy
deduced that:

The naval growth during the Korean War was highly encouraging
for advocates of naval power. The precipitous decline in numbers
of ships and personnel that had taken place immediately after
World War I had been dramatically reversed; the theory of “the
next war” being conducted by strategic bombing alone had been
disproved; the value of naval forces in limited war had been
accepted; the new supercarricrs of the Forrestal class were being
authorized by Congress at the rate of one per year; smaller nuclear
weapons were being developed to facilitate their use by carrier
aviation; and the Navy had assured itself a nuclear strike role by
being assigned a portion of the precious stockpile of atomic
weapons. The Cold War Navy was emerging as a potent force, both
on the international scene and within the government itself.

Given the great pressures put on the Navy to justify its existence in
the new age of strategic bombing and competition with a strong
independent Air Force, it was necessary for the Navy to emphasize
the special capabilities of its carrier-based airpower. The new nation-
al strategic doctrine had forced the Navy to adapt and find a way to
stay useful and competitive with the Air Force. In other words, as
Huntington suggested, the Navy had to transform itself from a purely
oceanic force (based on the theories of Mahan) to a transoceanic
strategic force still capable of commanding the seas, but also capable
of reaching deep into the enemy homcland (which the government
believed would be the Soviet Umon) 3 To do that, it had to have
aircraft carriers big enough to carry out the requirements of strategic
bombing. In essence, the Navy had redefined its strategic concept in
order to survive. Huntington put it best when he said:

The fundamental element of a military service is its purpose or role
in implementing national policy. The statement of this role may be
called the strategic concept of the service. Basically, this concept
is a description of how, when, and where the military service
expects to protect the nation against some threat to its security. If
a military service does not possess such a concept, it wallows amid

14




a variety of conflicting and confusing goals, and ultimately it suffers
both physical and moral degeneration.

By reorienting to a transoceanic strategy, the Navy had effectively
created a new capital ship, the nucleararmed supercarrier. Michael
Vlahos noted that the aircraft carrier, and more specifically, the
supercarrier:

. . . took over the traditional tasks of the battleship — destruction
of the enemy battlefleet and control of the sea — and then extended
its reach beyond the shore.*

As the civilian leaders in the Navy Department came to realize that
the future was in naval airpower, the importance of the naval air
community rapidly increased. Forrestal had restructured the Office
of the Chief of Naval Operations (OPNAYV) at the end of the war, and
Arnold Kanter noted that as the organizational essence of the Navy
changed from a battleship-centered force to an air-centered force in
the years that followed, the promotion opportunity ratios began to
favor the aviators. % The official reason was that it would be necessary
to have a2 majority of aviators at the top to direct the new aircentered
Navy. Just as important, however, was the need to make sure that the
“old guard™ non-aviators would not be able to interfere with the
reorientation. Indeed, from the late 1940s to 1969, aviator captains
were much more likely to be promoted to flag rank than non-aviators.
In the late 1950s, for example, aviator captains were almost two and
a half times more likely to become flag officers than submariners or
surface ship officers. Over time, these promotion policies gave
aviators the predominant voice in the naval burcaucracy.

By the mid-1950s, approximately 40 percent of the Navy's line flag
officers were aviators, as were a like number of its fourstar ad-
mirals. %8 When one also takes into account the fact that the sub-
mariners (who were at the time not in the position to compete with
the aviators, but were very interested in putting an end to surface
navy dominance) held between 15 and 20 percent of the flag officer
billets in the 1940s and 1950s, it was clear that surface ship officers
would no longer enjoy numerical dominance (nor be the
preponderant influence on decision-making) in the bureaucracy.

The ascendancy of aviators in the naval bureaucracy is probably
best described by looking at how many aviators have held the
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position of Chief of Naval Operations. The CNO is the highest ranking
officer in the U.S. Navy (except when a naval officer is Chairman or
Vice Chairman of the Joint Chicfs of Staff), and this officer holds the
dominant position. By the 1960s, it was apparent that aviators had
indeed taken over the Na;g' Between 1961 and 1982, five out of the
six CNOs were aviators.” As Reynolds said in the late 1970s, the
aircentered Navy was well established:

The U.S. Navy has continued to be led by its aviators through the
1970s, as the last World War [I-weaned “brown shoes” attained the
senior commands just as their fast carriers under the Seventh Fleet
commander Admiral L. J. Holloway III (wings 1946) bombed North
Vietnam in the closing days of that war (1972-73), those in the Sixth
Fleet stood by during the Arab-Isracli War of 1973, and in all
continued to police the world's oceans under the Pax Americana,
even as the Soviet Union began to float a modest carrier force of its
own. Admiral Noel Gaylor, once of Towers’' staff, held the Pacific
Command, 1972-76, and after non-aviator Admiral E.R. Zumwalt,
Jr., served four years as a controversial CNO, the Navy turned again
to its aviators as Admiral Holloway assumed the post in 1974. The
continuity of America’s air<entered Navy has thus remained
intact for more :han three decades and promises the same for the
foreseeable future.”'

But contrary to Reynolds’ last assertion, the days of unquestioned
aviator dominance were also numbered. Michael Krepon predicted
that as technology advanced, the :urcraft carrier would eventually
suffer the same fate as the battlcshxp 2 By the mid-1960s, aviators
began to lose the preferential treatment they had long received with
regard to promotions to flag rank. Indeed, by 1970, aviators wcrc
actually less likely to make flag rank than other groups in the Navy
Just as the aircraft carrier had replaced the battleship as the Navy's
primary offensive platfox'm,54 the nuclear-powered, ballistic missile
submarine was beginning to replace the carrier in the strategic role.3

The Submarine Surfaces

There are a number of parallels concerning the emergence of the
aircraft carrier and the submarine in the U.S. Navy after the Second
World War. Like the carrier, prior to the American entry in the war,
submarines were also considered to be strictly defensijve platforms.
Their main job was to serve as scouts for the American fleets, take
intelligence photos, and report movements of the enemy fleet. Unlike
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